At this point the dangerous fact has to be faced that
no sooner is the subject of religion mentioned than
many of my contemporaries who may have read thus
far with complete agreement will reject the whole
argument on the ground that it is turning soft and
sentimental. There is not room to argue here with those
who deny the existence of God; but if any object in
principle to believing in something which cannot be
proved, they ought not to maintain this attitude until
they have at least read Good God, by John Hadham
(Penguin Special). John Hadham uses contemporary
language and proves quite conclusively that God could
not exist in a world of free men unless He were in fact
absolutely improvable.

But \vhy is it that so many of the present generation
shut the book as soon as religion is mentioned? Whose
fault is it that I myself felt doubtful about the whole
course of my reasoning until I had checked it over and
over again when I saw it leading to a "religious"
conclusion? It is best to be quite frank. It is the fault
of the Churches as a whole.1

Taking the Churches as a whole, they have ardently
and truly proclaimed the existence of God. It clearly
followed from this that they proclaim to men the kind
of life on earth which was implied in the acceptance
of His existence. This task the Churches have only
partly performed.

To perform this task it is necessary on the one hand
for the Church to say something to the individual about
the quality of his individual life; on the other hand it
is necessary to say something to the community about
the structural organization of society as a whole. For

1 I say the Churches as a whole, because I do not ignore the
many individual exceptions to the general rule.
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